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This is a decision on appeal fromthe fina

! Application for patent filed June 09, 1994. According to
the appellants, this application is a continuation of
Application 08/040,893, filed March 31, 1993, which is now
abandoned.
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rejection of clainms 1 through 17, all of the clains pending in
the present application.

The invention relates to a control device for
controlling a plurality of notors in an air conditioner, e.g.
a bl ower notor and a conpressor notor. A single mcroconputer
controls the rotation of each notor by generating the driving
signals for each notor. The driving signals are dependent on
a respective position detection signal fromeach notor, and
drive respective inverter circuits for each notor

Representati ve i ndependent claim11 is reproduced as
fol | ows:

1. A notor control device conprising: a plurality
of nmotors for driving respective | oads; a m croconputer for
controlling the plurality of notors; position detecting neans
for detecting a respective position of a rotor of each of the
notors and outputting a respective position signal dependent
thereon; drive neans for individually driving each of the
notors, each drive means including switch neans for sw tching
a connection between a DC power supply and a respective notor;
drive signal generating nmeans for generating respective drive
signals for individually driving the respective notors in
response to correspondi ng position signals for each notor
i nputted fromthe position detecting neans to the
m croconput er, whereby the respective drive signals are
effective to selectively drive the switch neans of the
respective drive nmeans so that rotors of respective notors are
rotated in response to correspondi ng position signals, the
connection between the DC power supply and the respective
notors is swtched so that a DC voltage fromthe DC power
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supply is converted into an AC voltage, which is applied to
rotate rotors of the notors; chopping signal generating neans
for generating chopping signals each having a predeterm ned
period for conbining with respective drive signals for
selectively driving nmeans of the respective drive neans, the
choppi ng signal s having a higher frequency than that of the
drive signals; wherein respective chopping signals and drive
signals are output by the m croconputer to the respective
drive nmeans to convert the DC voltage to an AC voltage and to
ef fect voltage chopping, and the chopped AC voltage is applied
to respective notors to control the rotation frequency of
rotors of the notors.

The Exami ner relies on the follow ng references:

Karlin et al. (Karlin) 3, 600, 655 Aug. 17, 1971
Nam 5,210, 684 May 11, 1993

(filed Dec. 18, 1991)
Yamaguchi et al. (Yamaguchi) 5,373, 436 Dec. 13,
1994

(filed June 30, 1992)

Claims 1 through 3, 6, 13, 16 and 17 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 as bei ng unpatentable over Karlin and
Yamaguchi. Cdains 4, 5 and 7 through 12 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentable over Karlin and
Yamaguchi in view of Nam Cainms 14 and 15 stand rejected
under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 102 and being anticipated by Karlin.

Rat her than reiterate the argunents of Appellants
and the Exam ner, reference is nade to the brief and answer

for the respective details thereof.
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CPI NI ON
After a careful review of the evidence before us we
will not sustain the rejection of clainms 1 through 13, 16 and
17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103, nor the rejection of clains 14 and

15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102.

35 U S.C. 8 103 Rejections

The Exami ner has failed to set forth a prima facie

case. It is the burden of the Exam ner to establish why one
having ordinary skill in the art would have been led to the
cl ai med invention by the reasonabl e teachi ngs or suggestions
found in the prior art, or by a reasonable inference to the
artisan contained in such teachings or suggestions.

In re Sernaker, 702 F.2d 989, 995, 217 USPQ 1, 6

(Fed. Cir. 1983).

Wth regard to the rejection of independent claim
1 under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentable over Karlin and
Yamaguchi, Appellants argue that “in all enbodi nents of the

present invention the m croconputer serves as the driving
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signal generating nmeans for individually driving each of a
plurality of nmotors,... Contrastingly, Karlin |acks any

di scl osure or suggestion of a mcroconputer controller for
generating driving signals in a plural notor driven system”
(Brief at the bottom of page 17).

Looking at claim1l we see “a mcroconputer for
controlling the plurality of notors;” (lines 2 and 3), “drive
signal generating nmeans for generating respective drive
signals for individually driving the respective notors...”
(lines 9 and 10) and “wherein respective ... drive signals are
out put by the m croconputer...” (lines 25 and 26). Cearly, a
m croconputer is clainmed for generating drive signals for al
not or s.

A thorough inspection of the Exam ner’s Answer gives
no clue as to how Karlin and/or Yamaguchi neet this
limtation. The Exami ner’s response to Appellants’ argunents
recites that Karlin s drive signal generating neans is net by
“mul ti phase generators 63a, 63b etc.” (answer at page 6).
However, as noted by Figure 3 of Karlin, this represents a

separate drive signal generator for each notor, as opposed to
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the single (mcroconputer) generator clained. And further, no
single mcroconputer can be found in Karlin. Even if certain
circuitry of Karlin could be considered equivalent to a

m croconputer, one would end up wth an equi val ent

m croconputer for each notor rather than a single equival ent

m croconputer. The only control circuit common to all notors
of Karlin is the variable frequency oscillator 55. W do not

consi der oscillator 55 to be equivalent to a m croconputer.

Yamaguchi di scl oses a controller 30 which generates
drive signals and the Exami ner proposes to conbi ne Yamaguch
with Karlin to obtain the aspects of Pul se Wdth Mdul ati on.
Controller 30 nmay be a m croprocessor, see colum 4, lines 54
and 55. Assum ng Yamaguchi’s m croprocessor is equivalent to

a mcroconputer? and there is sufficient rationale to conbine

2 According to the Dictionary of Conputers, Information
Processi ng & Tel ecomruni cati ons, pages 382 and 384, (1987), a
m croprocessor is part of a mcroconputer, a m croconputer
contai ns a m croprocessor and nore.
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Yamaguchi with Karlin, the expected result would be a

m croconputer for each notor, not one m croconputer as

cl ai med. Al t hough there are nany simlarities between
Karlin and the clainmed invention (plural notors individually
controlled in one system), dissimlar aspects of the clained
i nvention are not net. "Additionally, when determ ning

obvi ousness, the clained invention should be considered as a
whol e; there is no legally recogni zable 'heart' of the

i nvention." Para-Odnance Mqg. v. SGS Inporters Int’'l, Inc.,

73 F.3d 1085, 1087, 37 USPQ@d 1237, 1239 (Fed. G r. 1995),

citing W L. Gore & Assocs., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d

1540, 1548, 220 USPQ 303, 309
(Fed. Cir. 1983), cert. denied, 469 U S. 851 (1984). For the
above reasons, we will not sustain the rejection of claima1l,
and |i kewi se dependent clains 2, 3, 6 and 13, dependent
therefrom and subject to the sane applied art.

Turning to the 35 U.S.C. §8 103 rejection using the
prior art of Karlin and Yamaguchi, as di scussed supra, and
further in view of Nam we will first |look at clainms 4 and

5, since they depend fromclaim1. The critical issue is,
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does the addition of Namto the conbinati on of references now
neet the [imtations of claiml1l. In Figure 1 of Namwe see a
control portion 2. Control portion 2 appears to be a

m croprocessor, note colum 1, |ines 21-24 and 63-64.

Assum ng this mcroprocessor is equivalent to the clained

m croconputer, we note that it provides control signals (i.e.
drive signals) to an inverter drive portion 6, which applies
signals to the transistors of inverter 7, to run the
conpressor 8 (Namat colum 2, lines 35-40). This is akin to
Appel lants’ Figure 1 wherein mcroconputer 20 is net by Nam s
control portion 2, Appellants’ first transistor drive circuit
24 is met by Namis drive portion 6, and Appellants’ drive
circuit 5is met by Nanmis inverter 7. However, Nam s bl ower
nmotor is controlled by portion 11

(colum 2 lines 47-50), in nuch the sane way Appellants’ prior
art figure 11 depicts brushless notor control 14. W find no
evidence in Namthat its mcroprocessor provides drive signals
for blower notor speed control, and therefore also fails to
teach the single mcroconputer drive signal generator for

plural notors recited in claiml. For these reasons we w ||
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not sustain the rejection of clains 4 and 5, dependent from
claim 1.

The Exam ner applied the sane conbi nation of
references (Karlin, Yamaguchi and Nanm) in rejecting clains 7

through 12. Independent claim7 (at lines 15-17) recites “a

single controlling neans for controlling the rotati on of each

of the condenser notor and the bl ower notor by generating the

plurality of driving signals” (enphasis added). As noted

above, these references, singularly or in conbination, do not
teach a single controller, i.e., mcroconputer, for generating
the drive signals for all notors. Therefore we will not
sustain the rejection of independent claim7, and |ikew se
clainms 8 through 12 dependent therefrom

35 U.S.C. § 102 Rejection

At first glance, Karlin appears to neet all the
limtations of clainms 14 and 15. It is axiomatic that
anticipation of a claimunder 8 102 can be found only if the
prior art reference discloses every elenent of the claim

See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326, 231 USPQ 136, 138

(Fed. Cir. 1986) and Lindemann Maschi nenfabrik GVBH v.
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Anerican Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d 1452, 1458, 221 USPQ

481, 485
(Fed. Cir. 1984).

Appel  ants argue that their “neans-plus-function
| anguage nust be construed to cover only the structure
described in the specification, and equivalents thereof, to
the extent that the specification provides such disclosure.

In re Donaldson Co., 16 F.3d 1189, 1194, 29 USPQd 1845, 1849

(Fed. Cir. 1994).” (Brief at page 21).

Looking at claim 14, lines 8 and 11 we see “driving
signal generating nmeans for generating driving signals for
each respective notor in accordance with the detected
frequency of the respective notors.” Appellants urge that the
“driving signal generating neans” is the single m croconputer
in their specification. W note that functional |anguage
follows this “neans for” |anguage of the claimand Appellants
are entitled to rely on their disclosure for thus limting the
br oadest reasonable interpretation during prosecution. W
al so note that Appellants have di scl osed no equival ents of

their mcroconputer and thereby argue that claim14 nust be
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read as claimng a single mcroconputer as their “driving
si gnal generating neans” under
35 U.S.C. 8§ 112 paragraph 6. The Exam ner’s answer does not
address this issue (therefore has not disputed this paragraph
6 interpretation). |In accordance with the above reasoning,
and that we have found Karlin does not neet this Iimtation in
our review of the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections supra, we w ||
not sustain the rejection of claim 14, and thereby the
rejection of 15 through 17, dependent therefrom

We have not sustained the rejection of clains 1
through 13, 16 and 17 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103; nor have we
sustained the rejection of clains 14 and 15 under 35 U S. C. 8§

102. Accordingly, the Exam ner's decision is reversed.

REVERSED

Kenneth W Hai rston )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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